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ABSTRACT
MATCHING EFFECTS OF PERSONALITY TRAITS IN INDIVIDUAL
ASSESSMENT: AN INVESTIGATION OF THE SIMILAR-TO-ME HYPOTHESIS

Camille Heneghan Lee, Ph.D.
Department of Psychology
Northern Illinois University, 2017
Lisa Finkelstein, Director

The similar-to-me effect has a substantial and healthy empirical history and has
been demonstrated across a variety of social contexts, including in education settings, in
the formation of friendships and romantic relationships, and in the workplace. For
instance, perceived and relational similarity has been found to play a factor in
supervisor-employee relationships via leader member exchange and may impact job
performance ratings. Not only is the effect robust, it also appears to have real
implications upon workplace outcomes (i.e., performance).
Despite this body of research, the similar-to-me effect has not been investigated
within the context of individual psychological assessments. Moreover, the body of
research investigating similarity effects in regard to personality is limited with mixed
findings. Namely, past research has found perceived similarity effects of certain
personality traits (i.e., conscientiousness, agreeableness) in interview contexts.
However, evidence of an effect of relational similarity between interviewers and job
candidates has not been found. This may be for one of two reasons: 1) the effect does
not exist in the interview context or 2) data on one’s relational similarity to a job
candidate on distinct personality traits is lacking and thus impossible to incorporate into

an interviewer’s inferences on candidate suitability for a job. Using an individual
assessment scenario in which interviewers (assessors) are trained to key into relevant
personality data when making inferences, the motivation and data for relational
similarity effects exist.
Therefore, in this study I investigated the effects of assessor and job candidate
(i.e., assessee) personality traits (as measured by the Hogan Personality Inventory) on
assessors’ hiring and promotion recommendations provided as a result of individual
psychological assessments. I also draw upon social psychological theory (i.e., the
similar-to-me hypothesis and social categorization) to provide rationale for the use of
hierarchical linear modeling to investigate the effect of relational similarity between
assessor and assessee personality traits on these same hiring and promotion
recommendations. Analyses did not support hypotheses. With the exception of
ambition, candidate personality did not have an effect upon assessors’ hiring and
promotion recommendations. Furthermore, this relationship was not affected by the
assessor’s personality (i.e., the hypothesized similar-to-me effects were not found).
Implications of these findings upon the ever-growing individual assessment practice and
whether this signifies a divide between personnel research and practice or signals even
greater complexity in assessors’ inference processes are discussed.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY AND OVERVIEW

By some estimates, the cost of a company making the wrong hiring choice and
thus bringing on a “bad hire” is upwards of $50,000 per failed hire (Gillett, 2014).
Although the mathematics behind this figure may be called into question, it nonetheless
highlights the importance organizations place on attracting and, importantly, selecting the
best talent (Gillett, 2014). At higher levels of the organization (e.g., mid-level managers
and above), it becomes increasingly difficult to rely upon traditional predictors of job
performance to select among viable candidates (Jeanneret & Silzer, 1998; Prien,
Schippmann, & Prien, 2003). This is due to the fact that any variations between viable
candidates on measures such as intelligence are often negligible (i.e., all candidates
worthy of serious consideration will have similar scores; Jeanneret & Silzer, 1998; Prien
et al., 2003). Thus, during the selection process the focus is often shifted to a closer
examination of personality differences between candidates and their ultimate fit with both
the role and overall organization (Hollenbeck, 2009).
One tool that organizations can turn to for this information is individual
psychological assessment. An individual psychological assessment is a system comprised
of a combination of various assessment tools used to help organizations make decisions
about hiring, promotion, and development of their workforce. Individual psychological
assessments are a process for gathering information regarding a person’s knowledge,
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skills, aptitude, and temperament (Jeanneret & Silzer, 1998) through the use of
individually administered selection tools, including tests and interviews, and integrating
this information to make an inference regarding the individual’s appropriateness for a
particular position (Kuncel & Highhouse, 2011; Prien et al., 2003;). Such assessments are
typically conducted by a trained psychologist (i.e., assessor) and include professionally
developed and validated measures of personality, leadership style, and cognitive abilities
as well as an in-depth interview between the candidate and the assessing psychologist
(Garman & Leskowitz, 2005; Jeanneret & Silzer, 1998; Prien, et al., 2003). Typically, in
cases where such assessments are used for the purposes of selection or promotion, the
assessor integrates the above information to provide a narrative overview of the
candidate. However, in some cases, the assessor will also provide overall
recommendations of the candidate for the target role (e.g., hiring recommendation,
promotion recommendation). Ultimately, the final hiring decision is not made by the
assessor but by an organizational decision maker.
Although organizations have been increasingly relying upon individual
assessment as a selection tool and individual assessments have gained influence and
credibility (McPhail & Jeanneret, 2011; Silzer & Jeanneret, 2011), the validity of the
decision-making process by which an assessor arrives at these recommendations has been
hotly debated within the literature (e.g., Highhouse, 2002; Kuncel, Klieger, Connelly, &
Ones, 2013). For example, some researchers (e.g., Highhouse) are staunch advocates for
the superiority of mechanical weighting, while others (e.g., Ganzach, Kluger, &
Klayman, 2000) suggest assessor expertise may be neglected in such processes.
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In addition to the debate regarding the validity of the decision-making process
assessors use to arrive at inferences (i.e., recommendations), there is also a lack of
research into the specific individual factors on both the assessor and assessee sides that
can ultimately influence assessors’ recommendations. An investigation of these factors is
important to consider because, despite the lack of research into what factors can influence
assessors’ hiring and promotion recommendations, individual psychological assessment
is a widely used practice (Prien et al., 2003; Silzer & Jeanneret, 2011) and has a great
deal of influence in helping organizations make important selection decisions. Further,
Silzer and Jeanneret (2011) highlight that even though individual assessment has been
identified as a core competency for I-O psychologists, very few graduate programs offer
courses on the topic (an exception being Northern Illinois University).
Therefore, given the paucity of research in this area, its widespread use, and the
lack of consistent training and education into this core competency, the need for
empirical research is indeed imperative. Yet, conducting research in this area is difficult
for a host of reasons (e.g., range restriction, criterion contamination, small sample sizes,
and the difficulty of obtaining hard, objective data from organizations; Jeanneret &
Silzer, 1998; Kwakse, 2004).
Despite its practical difficulty, ensuring the accuracy of the assessment process
and its recommendations is paramount to perpetuating individual assessment as a viable
and defensible selection method. Indeed, according to the Uniform Guidelines on
Employee Selection Procedures (EEOC, 1970), organizations must provide evidence that
selection tools are valid in order to adopt them into the organization’s selection process.
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In a recent meta-analysis, Morris, Daisley, Wheeler, and Boyer (2015) suggest that in
situations where individual assessment is used as a selection tool, assessor
recommendations were found to be useful predictors of job performance, yet the level of
validity (and thus accuracy) of the assessors’ recommendations varied widely across
available studies. Hunter and Schmidt (2004) argue that observed differences across
studies can often be attributed to statistical artifact rather than true differences in validity.
However, given the lack of research into this area one cannot rule out the possibility there
are potential factors that influence the formation of assessor recommendations and that
such factors can impact the relationship between recommendations and job performance.
Thus, it is important to investigate what factors may be affecting the assessor’s
recommendation (and ultimately its ability to predict future job performance) from an
empirical perspective. Furthermore, such information would be valuable to firms that
offer individual assessment as a service. For example, knowing what factors can
influence assessor recommendations could aid in assessor training by informing assessors
and trainers what factors to target as decision-making biases. This information could also
help inform the relative weighting applied in the decision-making process assessors use
to arrive at hiring and promotion recommendations.
Additionally, individual assessor and assessee factors could not only impact the
recommendation process in isolation but could also influence the interplay between
assessor and assessee traits. Indeed, a recurrent theme within the personnel (and even
social psychology) literature is to erroneously treat a dyadic interaction as though the two
individuals within that interaction act in isolation. By doing so, researchers run the risk of
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overlooking the interactive influence each dyad partner’s characteristics may have on
each other. This may be particularly true in individual assessment because in addition to
psychological measures, assessors and assessees are engaging in prolonged interviews
typically lasting two hours. However, person-perception research (e.g., Funder & Colvin,
1988; Kenny, 2004; Latzring, Wells, & Funder, 2006) argues that dyad partners who are
unacquainted with one another begin to influence one another within the interaction after
as little as five minutes. Certainly such processes are ongoing in assessor/assessee
relationships. Therefore, it is important to examine the simultaneous influence of shared
assessor and assessee characteristics in a multilevel, dyadic space.
Although research in this area is sparse in the personnel literature, we can find
evidence of shared dyad characteristics affecting important outcomes in the workplace.
For example, research in the success of mentoring relationships suggests that similarity
between mentor and mentee personality traits may be important to consider when
assigning formal mentoring relationships and thus ensure a greater probability of success
(e.g., Matarazzo, Finkelstein, & Kraiger, 2012).
In the current study, I investigated potential personality factors (of both the
assessor and the assessee) as well as the dyadic “match” between these traits and how
they impact assessors’ hiring recommendations. This is an important area of research
because knowledge of the impact that such factors may have on recommendations not
only sheds light on the mystery of assessors’ decision making but also emphasizes the
importance of theorizing and analyzing the assessor-assessee relationship in a dyadic
context. Thus, in the next chapter, I offer a more in-depth description of individual
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assessment and its use in the workplace and draw upon current research in personnel and
social psychology to outline how assessor and assessee personality traits may influence
assessors’ hiring recommendations. I also highlight the importance of taking a dyadic
perspective to the interplay between assessor and assessee personality traits during the
assessment process by describing the similarity-attraction hypothesis and social
categorization theory, as well as relevant research.
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CHAPTER 2
A DESCRIPTION OF INDIVIDUAL PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT AND ITS
USE IN THE WORKPLACE

Researchers and historians have debated exactly how far back individual
assessment as a practice can trace its roots. Some suggest the field can go as far back as
the ancient Greeks. Yet, the practice of psychological assessment that most closely relates
to the more modern process in individual assessment of using assessment tools to
determine fit for a particular job dates back at least to 13th-century China. At this time,
large-scale assessment processes were conducted to yield relevant job-related information
that helped the government select for appropriate (e.g., best fit) public officials (DuBois,
1970).
However, the first application of a holistic approach to a job candidate (akin to the
integrative process used in modern individual psychological assessment) was first
introduced during World War II. Under the direction of Max Simoneit, German military
candidates were assessed using a combination of essay responses, facial expression
analysis, and stress tolerance exercises (Highhouse, 2002). This information was then
integrated in an intuitive manner to arrive at a final estimation of the candidate’s fit for a
particular military role.
Also during World War II, this practice of using multiple assessment tools to
determine the fit of military personnel was ultimately carried into the United States. This
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practice, now commonly referred to as the assessment center approach, was used in a
U.S. program to identify spies for the Office of Strategic Services (OSS; Prien et al.,
2003). Given the unique demands placed upon those in espionage roles (e.g., one must
successfully operate in largely ambiguous, unpredictable and even dangerous
environments), developers of the program reasoned that the only way to know if a
candidate could be successful is to simulate these types of situations within the program
itself. Thus, this program used multiple tools (e.g., leaderless group discussions,
interrogation simulations, etc.) to assess whether candidates could successfully navigate
such environments (Prien et al., 2003). After the war the principles of the assessment
center approach evolved and were applied to industry and business (because the
psychologists employed by the war efforts had to work somewhere). However, the spirit
of the practice remained the same – assessors strove to evaluate target candidates in terms
of each candidate’s general fitness for employment. One such example of industry
application would be the use of assessment centers for selection at Standard Oil.
Some view the practice of evaluating job candidates through an individual
assessment approach as more art than science (Ryan & Sackett, 1998). Whereas
traditional personnel selection focuses on standardization, objectivity, and quantification,
individual psychological assessments rely largely upon a combination of psychological
inventories and in-depth psychological interviews. In current practice, most individual
assessments include tests (e.g., cognitive ability, personality, biodata) that individually
have been shown to predict work performance. However, recent research has debated just
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how predictive these instruments are when used in the holistic way adopted by assessors
in individual assessments.
Morris et al. (2015) as well as others (see Jeanneret & Silzer, 1998; Silzer &
Jeanneret, 2011) argue that a central feature of the individual assessment process is its
reliance on assessors’ expert judgments to draw inferences on candidate behavior and
ultimately fit the pieces of information together into a coherent picture of the candidate as
a whole (Highhouse, 2002). Even though a holistic focus on the candidate may present
issues related to the validity or reliability of the assessment process, doing so is
nonetheless useful for assessors and organizations using individual assessments. Indeed,
proponents of a holistic view of job candidates argue that since individual assessments
are primarily used for higher level positons (e.g., executive selection), it is especially
important to consider the candidate’s motivation, temperament and personal style as
indicators of fit between the candidate and the role in question (Jeanneret & Silzer, 1998).
In these cases, although it is reasonable for an internal human resource
professional or a recruiter to identify a candidate’s job-relevant experiences, licensures,
degrees, or competencies, it is more difficult and takes additional training to evaluate
one’s motivation, temperament, learning ability, and personal style (Jeanneret & Silzer,
1998). Therefore, additional psychological evaluation is useful in ensuring there is a good
fit between the person and the situation (e.g., role, organization; Kwakse, 2004). Further,
if an assessment is to be effective and meaningful, it should involve informed decision
making on the organizational fit and specific context of the assessment situation (Weiner,
2003).
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Ryan and Sackett (1989) point out that a major issue within individual assessment
is the lack of reliability of ratings and recommendations. For example, studies
investigating the interrater reliability (i.e., agreement) of assessors have looked at
assessors’ ratings based upon assessment reports (DeNelsky & McKee, 1969; Dicken &
Black, 1965), ratings of those with access to interview notes and test scores (Hilton,
Bolin, Parker, Taylor, & Walker, 1955), and predictions from the assessing psychologist
(Ryan & Sackett, 1989). Overall, these studies have found that there can be considerable
disagreement among different assessors in ratings of candidate attributes and overall
person-job fit, as well as highlighted inconsistencies in the entire assessment process
itself (Ryan & Sackett, 1989).
Despite these apparent shortcomings, assessors continue to utilize a subjective
data integration method for a number of key reasons. First, individual psychological
assessments are believed to occur in unique situations (i.e., upper management). Thus, an
objective and mechanical approach to inferences would not account for the specific
weighting of information needed within this unique circumstance. Second, many
assessors feel they are better judges than others (e.g., human resources professionals, job
incumbents; Garb, 2003). As such, these assessors may feel their intuition is more
accurate than a formula. This assertion is exemplified by the belief that knowledge and
intuition place the assessor in a better position to identify “broken leg cues” (Highhouse,
2002) that would be significant data points in the decision-making process that would
normally go without detection by mechanical solutions. Third, assessors with an
industrial/organizational background in particular may believe that they have a better
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understanding of the criterion of interest and thus can make better predictions based upon
their own training and experience.
When looking at assessor characteristics, there is some evidence that expertise
does play into the validity of individual assessment recommendations. Namely, Ganzach
et al. (2000) argue that a combination of mechanical weighting and assessor expertise can
outperform mechanical solutions alone in predicting ultimate job performance. However,
other than assessor expertise, little research speaks to other characteristics that may be
influencing assessors’ recommendations resulting from individual assessments. However,
research in related fields (e.g., assessment centers, interviews as a selection tool, etc.)
point to other factors that may impact assessor recommendations.

Individual Assessment as a “Messy” Selection Process

There is little research that speaks to the potential assessor or candidate factors
that impact recommendations resulting from individual assessments (other than
expertise). One reason for this lack of rigorous investigation may be a by-product of the
individual assessment process itself. Although widely practiced (see Kwaske, 2004),
there is at times wide variation between assessors’ styles (e.g., in terms of choice of
administered assessment inventories, degree of interview structure, etc.; Ryan & Sackett,
1989). Thus, individual assessment as a selection method is inherently messy and
unstructured (even despite assessors’ greatest efforts to adhere to selection best
practices).
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Despite this messiness, it is important to note that all individual assessments tend
to share a couple of key characteristics. Typically, at the center of the individual
assessment process is an in-depth interview. Research on the relationship between
interview structure and job performance suggests that structured interviews are more
highly predictive of job performance than less structured interviews (Campion, Palmer, &
Campion, 1997). However, given the highly individualized nature of individual
psychological assessments, the likelihood of assessors tailoring their interview questions
not only to the role being assessed but also to the candidate in question is greater.
Therefore, it is likely that the interviews used in individual psychological assessments are
less structured than the ideal (i.e., because the assessor is likely to ask additional followup questions that are specialized to the candidate in order to address hypotheses assessors
have or to garner additional information they wish to learn about the candidate in the
moment).
Another key component of the individual assessment process is the use of
candidate written assessment instruments. There is research suggesting personality
constructs are reliable predictors of job performance (Ones, Dilchert, Viswesvaran, &
Judge, 2007). Nonetheless, Jeanneret and Silzer (1998) argue that data collected from
written assessment instruments or interviews (like that collected in individual
assessments) have the potential to be inaccurate for a variety of reasons.
First, people tend to respond in a socially desirable manner (Ellingson, Smith, &
Sackett, 2001; Ones, Viswesvaran, & Reiss, 1996). Indeed, Caldwell and Burger (1998)
suggest that job candidates may act in accordance with what they believe is a desired
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stereotype of the role in question, or they may act in a way that they believe the assessor
wants them to act (e.g., demand characteristics). Given these findings, it is entirely
possible that job candidates would distort their responses on personality measures, selfreport questionnaires, and in semi-structured interviews in selection and promotion
settings (Hough, Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp & McCloy, 1990). Although some researchers
have found that accounting for distortion in responding on personality measures does not
change the predictive validity (Barrick & Mount, 1996, Hough et al., 1990; Ones et al.,
1996), others have argued that distortion and faking do impact selection decisions
(Douglas, McDaniel & Snell, 1996), while still others (e.g., Hogan, Barrett, & Hogan,
2007) acknowledge the potential for faking but argue those bright enough to do so are the
exact job candidates an employer or organization is looking for.
Another prominent reason why data collected from interviews and testing may be
inaccurate is that participants may suffer from distortion or decay in their memory of past
events (e.g., Ebbinghaus, 1885). Therefore, although candidates may believe that they are
responding accurately, their ability to recall events is diminished over time. Indeed, past
research by Rothbart and Park (1986) suggest that one’s memory and self-ratings may be
impacted by the nature of the question being asked. Specifically, when instructed to
provide instances in which one has acted in accordance with a specified trait, research has
found that individuals are more likely to describe themselves as more possessive of a trait
when asked to provide five instances in which they have demonstrated the trait rather
than ten. This is because it is more difficult to think of multiple instances (i.e., 10
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instances) in which one has demonstrated a trait than fewer instances, given the finding
that recall is diminished over time.
Last, assessors may be contaminating potentially useful information by asking
questions related to specific time periods in candidates’ lives that are difficult for most
people to be cognizant of the time in which the event occurred (especially for events that
occurred many years prior). For example, an interviewer may ask specific questions
related to career history (e.g., “How long have you been supervising?”) for which the
candidate cannot provide a reasonable estimate. However, assessors still use this
information as a perhaps substantially weighted data point in their inferential process.
Nonetheless, one can turn to the broad literature of interviews as a selection tool
to draw insight into the effect of individual differences (i.e., personality traits) on hiring
recommendations. Indeed, it has been argued that one important purpose of an interview
is to assess the job applicant’s personality (Caldwell & Burger, 1998; Posthuma,
Morgeson, & Campion, 2002) and some personality constructs (e.g., conscientiousness,
extraversion) are valid predictors of on-the-job performance on a wide variety of jobs.
Thus, understanding the candidate’s personality can be valuable information that an
assessor incorporates into his or her decision-making process – and rightly so.
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Intended vs. Unintended Use of Personality Testing as a Predictor of Later Job
Performance

At the center of most personality research is the Big Five theory of personality.
This theory suggests that the range of personality traits that are useful for describing
others or the self can be summarized within five generally orthogonal dimensions that
have been derived from the frequency of words that have been used in everyday language
to describe characteristics of individuals (Digman, 1990). Although each dimension has
gone under a variety of names, they are widely referred to as neuroticism (emotional
stability vs. instability), extraversion (sociable vs. introverted), openness to experience
(intellectual curiosity vs. preference for routine), agreeableness (cooperative vs.
competitive), and conscientiousness (organized and planful vs. unorganized and careless).
This taxonomy can be a useful framework for conceptualizing individual differences.
Ideally, personality constructs can be valid predictors of overall job performance
and thus should reasonably be incorporated into an assessor’s decision-making process
when arriving at a hiring recommendation or an assessment of a job candidate’s
promotion potential. Although research does point to an individual’s general mental
ability (GMA) as the most significant and valid predictor of job performance across
occupations (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998), certain personality traits have been found to also
be valid predictors which are highly related to job performance (e.g., Barrick & Mount,
1991; Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001; Rothmann & Coetzer, 2003; Salgado, 1997; Tett,
Jackson, & Rothstein, 1991; Vinchur, Schippmann, Switzer & Roth, 1998). Specifically,
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Tett et al. (1991) reported correlation coefficients as high as r = .24 between personality
and job performance. More recently, Dudley, Orvis, Lebiecki and Cortina (2006) found
that the narrow traits associated with conscientiousness (e.g., achievement, dependability)
also predict specific job-relevant behaviors that are associated with job performance
above and beyond global conscientiousness for certain occupations.
When information gleaned from validated personality assessments is used as
intended by assessors (i.e., constructs are predicting “reliable” variance within the
criterion), each factor of the Big Five model has been shown to have predictable impact
upon an individual’s performance. For instance. Barrick and Mount (1996) and Salgado
(1997) found that conscientiousness is one of the best predictors of job performance in
both the United States and Europe. Similarly, De Fruyt and Mervielde (1999), Tokar and
Subich (1997), and Vinchur et al., (1998) reported that both extraversion and
conscientiousness predict job performance in a variety of occupations.
However, it would be naïve to assume that personality traits are always used
objectively and weighted correctly when an individual (i.e., assessor) forms a judgment
of conclusion about a job candidate’s hireability. Indeed, because a key component of the
individual assessment process is a semi-structured interview, it stands to reason that
assessors may be motivated to learn about or make conclusions about a person’s
personality so as to best establish “fit” with the target role. However, when people seek
new information, their information search processes are often biased in favor of the
information seeker’s previously held beliefs, expectations, or desired conclusions (Jonas,
Schulz-Hardt, Frey, & Thelen, 2001). In some cases, the biased information processes
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can lead to the maintenance of erroneous judgments and conclusions despite evidence to
the contrary (Fischer, Greitemeyer, & Frey, 2008). This preference for supporting, rather
than conflicting, information during the search process is called confirmation bias.
Ironically, in social interactions, this bias information seeking can influence the
behavior of the person with whom the information seeker is interacting, such that that
person ends up exhibiting behaviors that support the preconceived expectation. In other
words, interpersonal expectancies may lead one to act in ways that actually objectively
support previously held beliefs with their own behavior – even if that behavior is not
necessarily representative of them across contexts (e.g., Darley & Fazio, 1980). This
phenomenon has come to be known as a self-fulfilling prophecy (Merton, 1948).
This self-fulfilling process has been demonstrated in a number of contexts. For
instance, Harris and Rosenthal (1985) found that teachers tend to ask more questions of
students for whom they possess positive expectancies. Further, other researchers have
found support of the assertion that perceivers with expectancies (i.e., assessors or
interviewers) ask biased questions of targets that either lead to provide expectancyconfirming information or do not enable them to provide expectancy-disconfirming
information easily (see Evans, Kleine, Landry & Crosby, 2000; Higgins & Bargh, 1987;
Hill, Memon & McGeorge, 2008; Trope, Bassok, & Alon, 1984).
To apply this to the individual assessment process, it may be that assessors use
their expectancies of candidates (e.g., an assessor expects a candidate to be particularly
conscientious given their knowledge of the job requirements) to bias the questions they
ask during the assessment interview. Specifically, if an assessor expects a candidate to be
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particularly conscientious, one may ask more questions to confirm that hypothesis or
offer more opportunities for the candidate to demonstrate the trait. In this instance, the
assessor would be weighing personality information in the formation of one’s ultimate
judgment or decision, but the personality construct as a predictor would not be accurately
capturing true variance in the criterion, but rather error (i.e., bias).
Such a distinction between intended vs. unintended use of personality information
is crucial to keep in mind when considering research that outlines the effects of a
candidate’s personality on assessor evaluations and judgments. Past research in a field
related to individual assessment, the assessment center approach, suggests assessee
personality may play a role in an assessor’s ultimate evaluations (i.e., hiring
recommendations and promotion recommendations). In the typical assessment center
approach, job candidates are subjected to a series of behavioral simulations (e.g.,
performance coaching role-plays, leaderless group discussions) that are meant to emulate
situations one would likely encounter on the job and thus evoke behaviors that are critical
for successful job performance.
In textbooks on assessment center practice (Thornton & Rupp, 2006), assessors
are encouraged to focus on behavioral observation. In fact, authors argue this process of
observation should follow two phases. First, the assessor is instructed to carefully observe
candidates, withhold interpretations, and record observations in behavioral terms. In the
second phase, assessors assign these behavioral observations to assessment center
dimensions (e.g., competencies) and are ultimately evaluated on each. However, despite
the guidance to focus on behaviors and thus withhold interpretation, past research has
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found that assessors tend to engage in interpretation during the observation phase,
particularly in interpreting personality traits that they believe are underlying
configurations of behaviors. For example, Lievens (2001) found that, although assessors
were trained to record behaviors, 20% of their notes contained trait/personality
descriptors in addition to behavioral observations.
However, research investigating the ultimate relationship between important
personality constructs and assessment center ratings has remained mixed. On the one
hand, some research has found moderate correlations between overall assessment center
rating and the Big Five personality traits of conscientiousness and extraversion (Furnham,
Crump, & Whelan, 1997). Yet other studies (Goffin, Rothstein, & Johnston, 1996) have
found no significant relationship. In a more comprehensive investigation of the use of
personality descriptors and their impact upon employment recommendations, Lievens,
De Fruyt, and Van Dam (2001) found that assessors use descriptors referring to all of the
Big Five personality domains (especially positive conscientiousness and emotional
stability terms) and that three of the Big Five factors (i.e., conscientiousness,
extraversion, and openness to experience) were positively related to final employment
recommendations. Specifically, these three personality factors explain roughly 11% of
the variance in employment recommendations.
In the domain of the interplay between inferred assessee personality traits and
applicant employability in job interviews, we see additional trends. For example, Van
Dam (1998) collected personality adjectives spontaneously written down by eight
interviewers of 720 job applicants and investigated how these personality impressions
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were related to the actual employment decision. Van Dam found a relationship between
profile scores on emotional stability, openness to experience, and conscientiousness and
the final employment decision. Thus, it may be reasonable to hypothesize that individual
assessment assessors are keying into, and thus inferring, assessee personality during the
structured interview and ultimately using this information when generating
recommendations on assessee employability and promotion potential.
However, an issue with this past line of research is that it has largely focused on
inferred traits, rather than measured assessee personality traits and how that information
impacts recommendations. Indeed, there is some research to suggest that people differ in
their ability to accurately assess personality, even when presented with similar
information (e.g., Funder, 2009; Funder & Dobroth, 1987; John & Robins, 1993).
Furthermore, it is important to note that in most cases, individual assessment
assessors are privy to data from validated instruments that describe assessee personality
traits prior to the assessment interview (or at least after said interview) and thus integrate
this data in their decision-making process. Thus, it is important to consider research that
addresses objective job applicant personality data and how that ultimately impacts
assessors’ evaluations of employability.
Indeed, past research has found evidence suggesting that interviewers will use
information about applicants’ personalities to make evaluations when that information is
given to them. For example, Dunn, Mount, Barrick and Ones (1995) constructed a set of
hypothetical applications in the form of personality profiles. Applicants were described as
very high, high, average, low, or very low in terms of each of the Big Five markers of
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personality. Experienced hiring managers then rated the hypothetical applicants on their
hirability and likelihood of engaging in counterproductivity (e.g., propensity to steal).
Dunn et al., (1995) found that conscientiousness was the most important predictor of
hirability (i.e., the more conscientious, the more employable) and that neuroticism (high),
conscientiousness (low) and agreeableness (low) were the most important attributes
related to rating of potential counterproductivity.
Similarly, Caldwell and Burger (1998) obtained measures of graduating seniors’
Big Five personality traits and their subsequent number of follow-up interviews and job
offers following an initial screening interview. Overall, they found that applicant
conscientiousness was positively related to the likelihood of receiving a follow-up
interview. Furthermore, neuroticism was negatively related to the number of job offers
received, whereas extraversion was positively related to the number of job offers the
applicant received. In a similar study, De Fruyt and Mervielde (1999) found that
conscientiousness and extraversion (as measured by the Big Five NEO Inventory) were
positively predictive of employment status, but relationships between other Big Five
factors and employment status were non-significant.
Therefore, certain personality constructs from the Big Five personality theory are
not only positively associated with job performance but also may be important data
points decision makers (i.e., assessors or other selection experts) integrate into their
overall judgment of whether a candidate can successfully perform a given job. However,
I have only looked at one side of the dyadic interaction occurring within individual
assessments thus far – namely assessee personality. Now, I discuss relevant research on
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how the assessor’s own personality may impact the types of inferences he or she makes
about job candidates.

Research on the Influence of Assessor Personality on Interpersonal Judgments

In addition to assessee personality, the personality of assessors themselves may
ultimately affect the recommendations that result from the assessment process. Although
this has not been investigated in the interview literature, there is some evidence that rater
personality traits can affect the propensity for raters to exhibit bias in performance
appraisal evaluations. For example, Yun, Donahue, Dudley and McFarland (2005) report
that rater agreeableness and conscientiousness may play a role in job performance
ratings. Specifically, they argue that those high on agreeableness may be more lenient in
their evaluations of others’ performance. Similarly, Bernardin, Tyler, and Villanova
(2009) suggest that those high in conscientiousness tend to make the most accurate
ratings of performance. However, those raters who were both more agreeable and less
conscientious tended to make the most lenient and least accurate ratings. Furthermore,
those low on agreeableness were found to be more lenient toward those who were at the
extreme of poor performance (i.e., the least effective performers).
Randall and Sharples (2012) investigated the relationship between rater
agreeableness and evaluations of poor performance. They found that the higher a rater
was on agreeableness, the more likely he or she was to exhibit leniency in rating others’
poor performance and this relationship is particularly strong when raters are made aware
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that ratees overestimated their own performance ratings. They suggest raters with high
agreeableness are conflict-avoidant and thus motivated to help the ratee self-protect.
Further evidence from Bernardin, Thomason, Buckley and Kane (2015) suggest that
raters’ levels of agreeableness and assertiveness are related to the accuracy of
performance ratings. Specifically, after testing raters’ personalities using the Big Five,
they found that agreeableness and assertiveness were associated with a U-shaped
relationship with rating accuracy such that raters at the extreme ends of both traits were
especially inaccurate. Thus, overall they suggest the most lenient raters are those who are
more agreeable, less assertive, and less competent.
In addition to the actual traits a rater possesses and their influence upon how the
rater interprets information and thus makes inferences about ratees in the workplace, at a
dyadic level it may be that raters show unique preference for others’ traits that are similar
to their own. Indeed, such a preference for perceived and actual similarity between
interaction partners has been shown in the similar-to-me hypothesis.

The Similar-to-Me Hypothesis

The “similar-to-me” hypothesis (see Byrne, 1971) argues that people will be rated
more favorably the more similar they are to the rater or the more similar the rater believes
people are to him or herself. There are two theories that offer support for the similar-tome hypothesis: (1) self-categorization theory (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, &
Wetherell, 1987) and (2) the similarity-attraction hypothesis (Byrne, 1971). Self-
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categorization theory argues that our self-concept is based upon the social categories we
place ourselves in (e.g., age, gender race) and that we desire to have a positive selfidentity. The need for a positive self-identity causes us to have a preference for and
evaluate more positively those similar to us on the social category on which we base our
identity. In other words, individuals tend to place greater emphasis upon information that
is valuable and important to the self (i.e., more ingrained in the self-concept) and
subsequently may overvalue this quality in others – resulting in biased judgments and
evaluations. This theory further suggests that the categorization of others may not require
interaction (i.e., judgments could be instantaneous).
Although self-categorization theory may serve as a basis for similarity effects in
the case of traditional social categories (i.e., age, gender), the conceptualization of
personality traits as social categories does require explanation. In self-categorization
theory, the process by which individuals categorize the self into social groups depends
upon both fit and accessibility (Oakes, 1987; Oakes, Turner, & Haslam, 1991). Fit refers
to the extent to which a social group is seen as being a reflection of social reality. In other
words, the social group is perceived to be diagnostic of real-world differences (Hornsey,
2008). One could argue that personality traits themselves are self-descriptive and, when
activated and accessible, serve as signals of membership in distinct social groups.
This accessibility is key for the purpose of using self-categorization as a
theoretical basis for the present study. In the case of an individual assessment, assessors
are motivated to use available data (e.g., personality inventories) to make inferences
about candidates. Thus, membership in a social group (e.g., “extraverts” vs. “introverts”)
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is likely triggered (i.e., accessible) in such contexts. What’s more, the situation
necessitates that the assessor perceive group membership (as dictated by traits) to be not
only diagnostic of real-world differences, but potentially to spell the difference between
securing a job or not. Therefore, in this context personality traits have the ability to serve
as social categories and would be expected to act as such.
Byrne (1971) and his colleagues borrow from learning theory. Using principles of
reinforcement, they argue that it is rewarding to be around someone who agrees with you
(and conversely unrewarding to be around those who disagree with you). In this model,
evaluative responses are a function of reinforcing stimuli associated with conditioned
stimuli. So for example, similar attitudes are perceived as being rewarding and are
therefore viewed as positive reinforcements, whereas dissimilar attitudes function as
negative reinforcements. According to Byrne’s theory (1971), an affective response (e.g.,
interpersonal attraction or liking) mediates the relationship between similarity and an
evaluative response.
It is important to note that similarity can take two forms. Relational similarity
refers to the similarity in specific personality traits between two members of a dyad.
Perceived similarity, on the other hand, refers to the similarity a particular individual
infers between oneself and an interaction partner. Prior studies suggest that relational
similarity may play a role in rater evaluations of the other. For example, Bauer and Green
(1996) found that actual similarity in positive affectivity (a trait similar to extraversion)
related significantly to performance ratings. Similarly, Ashkanasy and O’Connor (1997)
found that actual similarity in one of five similarity dimensions (achievement values,
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which is similar to conscientiousness) was significantly related to higher quality of
leader-member exchange.
Perceived similarity effects have also been demonstrated in studies of
interpersonal attraction, even though general consensus suggested individuals report
stronger attraction to relationally similar others than those they merely perceive to be
similar on key traits, values, and/or beliefs. For instance, Tidwell, Eastwick and Finkel
(2012) demonstrated that perceived, and not relational, similarity predicted romantic
liking in a speed-dating context. Additionally, general perceived similarly effects have
been found in recruitment scenarios. Specifically, recruiters have been found to be more
likely to offer employment to job applicants who are perceived as more similar to a
prototypically ideal worker (e.g., Dalessio & Imada, 1984; Perry, 1994), but not
necessarily perceived similarity to the self. Ferris and Judge (1991) in their review of
political influence between dyad members argue that perceived similarity may come into
play in human resource decisions (e.g., selection decisions) because these decision
makers are acting upon their perceptions of reality. Therefore, judgments of similarity
may require some degree of cognitive interpretation (e.g., the rater perceives the other as
similar) before an affective attraction can ensue (Srull & Wyer, 1989).
This cognitive interpretation is extremely important to keep in mind. It would
appear that in order to elicit positive evaluations, the similarly must first be triggered. A
likely trigger for this similarity would be self-relevant information that individuals are
particularly keen to place weight upon in their decision making and evaluations.
Although personality traits were not considered social categories under the original self-
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categorization theory, personality traits in the extremes (e.g., high or low
conscientiousness) may be more self-descriptive and thus serve as useful social
categories that are important not only in describing the self but also others. Therefore,
personality traits in the extremes not only serve as social categories but also may trigger
cognitive interpretations of similarity and subsequent positive evaluations in an
individual assessment scenario. In other words, relational similarity between an assessor
and assessee on “averageness” on a particular personality trait will be unlikely to elicit
the similarity-attraction effect because the assessor is not placing particular weight upon
that personality trait as he/she is forming a hiring recommendation.
Further, what is unclear and unaddressed in Ferris and Judge (1991) are human
resource decision-making scenarios in which the rater has access to information that
would align with the true degree of similarity between the rater and ratee (rather than just
the perception of similarity) before a judgment is made. For example, an individual
assessor typically has access to job candidate personality information prior to forming an
inference. It may be that in these situations, relational similarity is the key driver of rater
inferences.

Research Supporting Similarity Effects in Workplace Interactions

Although assessor and assessee personality may affect hiring and promotion
recommendations in isolation, during the individual assessment process, both the assessor
and assessee are engaging in a dyadic interaction and therefore the personality traits held
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by one another have the potential of influencing outcomes of the interaction (i.e., hiring
recommendations, promotability ratings). Indeed, Buss (1987) argues that people respond
to the personalities of those with whom they interact. Thus, given the dynamic, dyadic
relationship between assessor and assessee, a natural question would be: how do
personality constructs interact to affect hiring and promotion recommendations?
Admittedly, the research on this issue within the realm of hiring decisions and
recommendations is sparse. However there is some research on the impact of rater and
ratee personality similarity on performance ratings. In one study investigating a sample of
nursing service employees, Day and Bedeian (1995) found that the more similar in
agreeableness employees were to their co-workers, the more positive supervisors’
subsequent ratings of performance were for the target employee. Further, in their
investigation of relational and perceived similarity between raters and ratees on job
performance in sales positions, Strauss, Barrick and Connerley (2001) investigated the
relationship between relational as well as perceived personality similarity and subsequent
performance ratings. Contrary to hypotheses, the researchers found that relational
personality similarity did not significantly impact performance ratings for supervisor
ratings or peers’ ratings of target performance. However, perceived personality similarity
related strongly to performance ratings. Namely, those raters who perceived greater
similarity between themselves and ratees on conscientiousness, extraversion, and
emotional stability were more likely to inflate performance ratings than those who
perceived dissimilarity in these personality traits. Additionally, Bates (2002) examined
the influence of liking and rater-ratee relational attitudinal similarity on subsequent
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performance ratings and found that attitudinal similarity predicted rater leniency above
and beyond similarities in technical proficiency.
Most recently, Sears and Rowe (2003) add nuance to the similarity-leniency
finding in an interview context. Specifically, in their investigation into a
conscientiousness-based similar-to-me effect, they found that when presented with jobrelevant information, rater-ratee similarity may allow certain raters to be more accurate
judges. In particular, an interviewer with high trait conscientiousness may be a more
accurate judge of conscientiousness (i.e., have greater expertise) and thus use that
information in judgments of hiring suitability. However, those interviewers low in trait
conscientiousness may have lower expertise and thus not use that information in such
judgments.
The past studies by Strauss et al. and Bates did not investigate the effect of
relational similarity in a situation in which the rater is motivated to not only discover
confirmatory or disconfirming evidence of ratee personality but also to use that
information in their assessment of one’s suitability for a particular role. I argue that since
assessors are motivated to discover assessees’ personality characteristics in the interview
and place weight upon such information in their decision-making processes (e.g.,
recommendations), relational similarity is more likely to be related to such decisions.
Although Sears and Rowe (2003) demonstrate some evidence for the role of relational
similarity in interview settings, they limit their investigation to conscientiousness and
base their interpretations on a poor statistical approach. Namely, they dichotomize each
predictor variable prior to analysis and do not account for the nested, dyadic nature of the
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data. Although the dichotomization of one predictor variable may underestimate the
strength of the relationship and reduce statistical power, dichotomizing multiple
predictors can result in spurious findings (Maxwell & Delaney, 1993).

Description of the Current Study

In the current study, I investigated the effect of relational trait similarity between
assessors and assessees upon assessor hiring and promotion recommendations using a
multilevel analysis approach. At level one, I investigated the relationship between
assessee personality characteristics and individual assessment hiring and promotion
recommendations. At level two, I investigated the relationship between assessor
personality characteristics and individual assessment hiring and promotion
recommendations. This multilevel approach also allowed me to investigate potential
cross-level effects of personality on recommendations. In other words, these cross-level
effects allowed me to determine whether relational similarity between assessors and
assessees predict leniency in assessor recommendations.
Importantly, I sought to inform assessors’ decision-making process for
practitioners by providing insight into theory-based, interpersonal processes that have the
potential to affect their recommendations. In addition, I sought to apply research that has
traditionally stayed in the interpersonal perception domain (i.e., the similaritydissimilarity paradigm) or performance appraisal to a robust, workplace selection
practice.
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Hypotheses

Given the nested structure of the data and my theoretical interest in examining
similarity effects between assessors and assessees, I conducted hierarchical linear
modeling to appropriately analyze the data. I am most interested in the cross-level effect
of assessor and assessee personality upon each of the outcome variables while also taking
into account the dyadic nature of the interaction. In other words, I am interested in how
an assessor’s score (on average) on a personality trait may impact the relationship
between assessee personality and hiring or promotion recommendations.
It is important to note that an archival dataset was used for these analyses. In this
dataset personality information was gathered via the Hogan Personality Inventory (HPI).
Although throughout the literature review I have referred to the traditional five-factor
constructs, the primary dimensions of the HPI can be used as a useful proxy of the Big
Five constructs. In the below hypotheses, I have chosen to use the HPI primary factors;
however, the Big Five factor that each HPI scale approximates is listed in parentheses
where appropriate.
Drawing upon the similar-to-me hypothesis, I expect that the greater the degree of
relational similarity (i.e., match) between assessors and assessees on a given personality
trait in the extremes, the more favorable the assessor’s hiring recommendation and
assessment of promotion potential (on average). These would constitute cross-level
interactive effects in the multilevel model. In the case of the HPI dimension, Prudence
(i.e., conscientiousness), those assessors high in prudence are more like to recommend
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those assessees who are also high in prudence. However, those assessors who are low in
prudence may be particularly likely to discount the negative effect of low prudence upon
job performance. Thus, those assessors who are low in prudence may be equally likely to
recommend assessees low in prudence as those high in prudence. Therefore, I predict the
following modifications to the traditional similar-to-me effect for prudence.
1a. There will be a significant cross-level interaction between assessor
prudence (subfactor of conscientiousness) and assessee prudence on hiring
recommendations such that those assessors with low prudence will be

Hiring Recommendation
Rating

particularly lenient toward assessees who are also low in prudence.
4.5
4
3.5
3
2.5

Low Assessor Prudence

2

High Assessor Prudence

1.5
1
Low Assessee
Prudence

High Assessee
Prudence

1b. There will be a significant cross-level interaction between assessor
prudence (subfactor of conscientiousness) and assessee prudence on
promotion potential such that those assessors with low prudence will be
particularly lenient toward assessees who are also low in prudence.
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Promotional Potential
Rating

4.5
4
3.5
Low Assessor
Prudence

3
2.5

High Assessor
Prudence

2
1.5
1
Low Assessee Prudence

High Assessee
Prudence

Considering the HPI dimension Adjustment (i.e., emotional stability), I would
expect a similar modification to the similar-to-me effect, but with greater leniency
demonstrated by those assessors who are high in adjustment. Specifically, those assessors
who are low in adjustment are likely to be more critical not only of the self but also of
others. Conversely, those high in adjustment tend to be less forthcoming with critical
feedback on the self. So, those assessors with low adjustment will be less likely to
recommend a job candidate (on average), but one would expect that they would still be
willing to overvalue (be more lenient toward) assessees with similarly low adjustment.
Those assessors who are high in adjustment would be especially likely to recommend an
assesssee who is also high on adjustment. Thus, I predict:
2a. There will be a significant cross-level interaction between assessor
adjustment (i.e., emotional stability) and assessee adjustment on hiring
recommendations such that those assessors with high adjustment will be
particularly lenient toward assessees who are also high in adjustment.

Hiring Recommendation
Rating
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4.5
4
3.5
Low Assessor
Adjustment

3
2.5

High Assessor
Adjustment

2
1.5
1
Low Assessee
Adjustment

High Assessee
Adjustment

2b. There will be a significant cross-level interaction between assessor
adjustment (i.e., emotional stability) and assessee adjustment on promotion
potential ratings such that those assessors with high adjustment will be

Promotion Potential Rating

particularly lenient toward assessees who are also high in adjustment.
4.5
4
3.5

Low Assessor
Adjustment

3
2.5

High Assessor
Adjustment

2
1.5
1
Low Assessee Adjustment High Assessee Adjustment

Considering the HPI dimensions Sociability and Ambition (which are
subdimensions of extraversion), I would expect the traditional similar-to-me effect.
Specifically, those assessors who are high on either sociability or ambition will be
particularly harsh toward those assessees whom are perceived as dissimilar. Moreover,
those assessors who are low in sociability or ambition will be more likely to recommend
an assessee who is also low in sociability or ambition.
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3a. There will be a significant cross-level interaction between assessor
sociability and assessee sociability on hiring recommendations. The greater
the relational similarity between assessor and assessee sociability (in the

Hiring Recommendation
Rating

extreme ends of each trait), the more favorable the hiring recommendation.
4.5
4
3.5
3
2.5

Low Assessor Sociability

2

High Assessor Sociability

1.5
1
Low Assessee
Sociability

High Assessee
Sociability

3b. There will be a significant cross-level interaction between assessor
sociability and assessee sociability on promotion potential ratings. The greater
the relational similarity between assessor and assessee sociability (in the

Promotion Potential
Rating

extreme ends of each trait), the more favorable the promotion potential.
4.5
4
3.5
3
2.5
2
1.5
1

Low Assessor Sociability
High Assessor Sociability

Low Assessee
Sociability

High Assessee
Sociability

4a. There will be a significant cross-level interaction between assessor
ambition and assessee ambition on hiring recommendations. The greater the
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relational similarity between assessor and assessee ambition (in the extreme

Hiring Recommendation
Rating

ends of each trait), the more favorable the hiring recommendation.
4.5
4
3.5
Low Assessor Ambition

3
2.5

High Assessor
Ambition

2
1.5
1
Low Assessee
Ambition

High Assessee
Ambition

4b. There will be a significant cross-level interaction between assessor
ambition and assessee ambition on promotion potential ratings. The greater
the relational similarity between assessor and assessee ambition (in the

Promotion Potential Rating

extreme ends of each trait), the more favorable the promotion potential.
4.5
4
3.5
3
2.5

Low Assessor Ambition

2

High Assessor Ambition

1.5
1
Low Assessee
Ambition

High Assessee
Ambition

In the case of the HPI dimension Interpersonal Sensitivity (i.e., agreeableness), I
would expect a modification to the traditional similar-to-me effect. Specifically, assessors
who are high on interpersonal sensitivity are likely to be especially lenient raters and thus
are likely to recommend both those assessees who are high or low on interpersonal
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sensitivity. However, those assessors who are low in interpersonal sensitivity may
overvalue similarly low interpersonal sensitivity in assessees. Thus, I predict:
5a. There will be a significant cross-level interaction between assessor
interpersonal sensitivity (i.e., agreeableness) and assessee interpersonal
sensitivity on hiring recommendations such that assessors high in
interpersonal sensitivity will be particularly lenient (more favorable) in hiring

Hiring Recommendation
Rating

recommendations.
4.5
4
3.5

Low Assessor
Interpersonal
Sensitvity

3
2.5

High Assessor
Interpersonal
Sensitivity

2
1.5
1
Low Assessee
High Assessee
Interpersonal Sensitivity Interpersonal Sensitivity

5b. There will be a significant cross-level interaction between assessor
interpersonal sensitivity (i.e., agreeableness) and assessee interpersonal
sensitivity on promotion potential ratings such that assessors high in
interpersonal sensitivity will be particularly lenient (more favorable) in
promotion potential.

Promotion Potential Rating
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4.5
4
3.5

Low Assessor
Interpersonal
Sensitvity

3
2.5

High Assessor
Interpersonal
Sensitivity

2
1.5
1
Low Assessee
High Assessee
Interpersonal Sensitivity Interpersonal Sensitivity

Considering the HPI dimensions Inquisitiveness (i.e., openness to experience) and
Learning Approach, I would expect the traditional similar-to-me effect. Specifically,
those assessors who are high on either inquisitiveness or learning approach will be
particularly harsh toward those assessees who are perceived as dissimilar. Moreover,
those assessors who are low in inquisitiveness or learning approach will be more likely to
recommend an assessee who is also low in inquisitiveness or learning approach.
6a. There will be a significant cross-level interaction between assessor
inquisitiveness (i.e., openness to experience) and assessee inquisitiveness on
hiring recommendations. The greater the relational similarity between
assessor and assessee inquisitiveness (in the extreme ends of each trait), the
more favorable the hiring recommendation.
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Rating
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4.5
4
3.5
Low Assessor
Inquisitiveness

3
2.5

High Assessor
Inquisitiveness

2
1.5
1
Low Assessee
Inquisitiveness

High Assessee
Inquisitiveness

6b. There will be a significant cross-level interaction between assessor
inquisitiveness (i.e., openness to experience) and assessee inquisitiveness on
promotion potential ratings. The greater the relational similarity between
assessor and assessee inquisitiveness (in the extreme ends of each trait), the
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more favorable the promotion potential.
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7a. There will be a significant cross-level interaction between assessor
learning approach and assessee learning approach on hiring recommendations.
The greater the relational similarity between assessor and assessee learning
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approach(in the extreme ends of each trait), the more favorable the hiring
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7b. There will be a significant cross-level interaction between assessor
learning approach and assessee learning approach on promotion potential
ratings. The greater the relational similarity between assessor and assessee
learning approach (in the extreme ends of each trait), the more favorable the
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CHAPTER 3
METHOD

Participants

An archival dataset was used to test this study’s hypotheses. Data were collected
on over 2,000 participants who completed an individual assessment evaluation as part of
a talent assessment service provided by an external consulting firm to client
organizations. Participants ranged across a wide range of client organizations and
industries including nuclear power, utility, financial and business services, and education.
All participants were either: 1) current employees of a client organization who went
through the assessment as part of the internal selection/promotion process, 2) current
employees of a client organization who went through the assessment for leadership
development, or 3) external job candidates who went through the assessment as part of a
selection process to be hired into a client organization. Data were collected from
participants who went through the assessment process starting in January 2004 to March
2016.
Whether personality data (as measured by the HPI) are collected on job
candidates is completely at the discretion of the client organization. Although
recommended by the consulting firm, many client organizations do not choose to collect
personality data or the candidate fails to complete the necessary personality inventories
within the time frame of the assessment. Therefore, a significant number of cases
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(approximately 800) within the original archival dataset were missing candidate
personality information. This reduced the size of the overall dataset to 1,156 total
participants nested within 21 assessors.
Within that total sample of 1,156 cases, although information on candidate’s
gender, ethnicity and age was collected, it was not tracked with rigor and provided
entirely on a voluntary basis from the candidates themselves. Thus, for those reporting
demographic information within the dataset, candidates ranged in age from 22 to 64 years
(M = 44.18; SD = 8.58), largely identified as Caucasian (79%) and predominantly male
(71%), which reflects the typical labor force found within the consulting organization’s
client base.

Procedures/Materials

The Assessment Process

Prior to the assessment, participants were contacted by their immediate manager
or an HR manager (if they are not currently employed with the organization) and asked to
go through an assessment by an external consulting firm specializing in individual
assessment practices. External participants were asked to go through an assessment with
the consulting firm as one of the final steps in the organization’s selection process. After
the employee/job candidate was informed by the organization, the consulting firm
contacted him/her via phone or email, explained the process in detail, and scheduled
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his/her assessment with an assessor. Each participant then received internet links (via
email) to client-requested standardized assessment inventories (e.g., the Leadership
Effectiveness Analysis, Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal, Hogan Personality
Inventory, and the Hogan Development Inventory) to be completed at their convenience
prior to the assessment. It is important to note that each organization used all or a
combination of the above-listed inventories. For the purposes of the current study, only
those participants who completed the Hogan Personality Inventory were included in
analyses.
Additionally, prior to the assessment, a trained assessor performed a pre-call with
the hiring manager for a given role. The purpose of this pre-call was to understand the
specific KSAOs needed for success in the role as well as other important contextual
information that would could impact the participant’s fit (e.g., a history of performance
problems on the team the participant would be managing, an upcoming merger or
acquisition that would impact the function of the role, etc.).
Assessment interviews were conducted in a private conference room at each
client organization’s offices, at the consulting firm’s main office, or via Skype. Each
interview was a one-on-one interview with the candidate and the assessor, with each
interview lasting approximately one and a half hours (length varied due to candidate
responses and/or the semi-structured nature of the interview itself).
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The Evaluation Process

Within five business days of the assessment, the assessor provided a detailed
executive summary report containing a narrative description of the candidate’s jobrelevant strengths and weaknesses as well as an overall recommendation on job fit for the
role in question and a promotability rating, indicating the candidate’s potential for
advancement within the organization. It is important to note that although the full
narrative summary is not due to the client organization until 5 business days after the
assessment interview takes place, assessors typically do decide upon hiring and
promotion recommendations and provide a verbal overview to the hiring manager within
48 hours of the assessment. If the candidate was assessed for developmental purposes and
thus the candidate was not formally applying for a specific role, then only the
Promotability rating was completed (see the Appendix for descriptions of Job Fit and
Promotability rating scales).
Assessment Team

The assessment team was made up of former and current assessors who are Ph.D.
or master’s-level psychologists (industrial/organizational, clinical, or counseling).
Gaugler, Rosenthal, Thornton, and Bentson (1987) demonstrated that the use of
psychologists versus managers improved the predictive validity of assessment center
ratings, perhaps due to their more extensive training and expertise. Thus, all assessors on
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the assessment team had experience and received in-depth training in individual
assessment prior to conducting the assessment.
This training included: 1) a description of the particular client organization (i.e.,
their culture, standards of performance, organizational needs, and performance
expectations); 2) a detailed review of evaluation criteria (i.e., four general
recommendation levels: Recommended, ready to succeed in this role; Recommended,
requires development in certain areas; Qualified recommendation, requires broad
development, has a number of key supervisory gaps; and Not recommended, unlikely to
succeed in role); and 3) training in using a semi-structured interview guide. In addition,
each new assessor shadowed a more experienced Ph.D.-level assessor throughout the
entire process prior to conducting assessments alone or as the primary assessor on the
assessment team. As recommended in McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmidt, and Maurer (1994),
the goals of the training session are to 1) provide a standardized approach to the
assessment interview and 2) enhance assessor skill-sets in eliciting complete, job-relevant
information from the candidate, observing significant relevant behaviors, and
synthesizing obtained information in order to make decisions. Training focused on these
goals has been found to increase the validity of the assessment process (McDaniel et al.,
1994).
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Personality Measures

Job candidates as well as Vantage assessors completed the Hogan Personality
Inventory (Hogan & Hogan, 1995). The HPI is a proprietary, 206-item, true-false
inventory of normal personality designed to predict occupational performance. The
inventory contains seven primary scales that align with the five-factor model of
personality: (1) Adjustment, which describes one’s self-confidence, self-esteem, and
composure under pressure; (2) Ambition, which describes one’s initiative,
competitiveness and desire for leadership roles; (3) Sociability, which describes one’s
extraversion, gregariousness, and need for social interaction; (4) Interpersonal Sensitivity,
which describes one’s warmth, charm and the ability to maintain relationships; (5)
Prudence, which describes one’s planfulness, self-discipline, responsibility and
conscientiousness; (6) Inquisitiveness, which describes one’s imagination, curiosity,
vision and creative potential; and (7) Learning Approach, which describes one’s
enjoyment of learning and propensity to stay current on business and technical matters.
The internal consistency reliability and test-retest reliability for each scale is as follows:
Adjustment (.89/.86), Ambition (.86/.83), Sociability (.83/.79), Interpersonal Sensitivity
(.71/.80), Prudence (.78/.74), Inquisitiveness (.78/.83) and Learning Approach (.75/.86).
The HPI is based upon the Big Five personality model and rooted in the socioanalytic
theory of personality which posits that personality constructs not only describe what a
person is like but also how they are likely to behave in order to fulfill motivational needs
within the environment (Hogan & Holland, 2003). Hogan, Barrett and Hogan (2007)
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demonstrated that the HPI primary scales do map on to the traditional five-factor model
traits and can be used as approximations of the FFM in empirical studies. Hogan primary
scales include adjustment, ambition, sociability, prudence, interpersonal sensitivity,
inquisitiveness, and learning approach.

Statistical Approach

The archival dataset that was used in analyses was restructured to allow for nested
dyadic analyses such that each dyad (i.e., assessor-assessee interaction) was represented
as one row within the dataset. More specifically, in order to account for the effect of the
assessor’s personality traits within the statistical models, the assessor’s personality scores
were entered in the same line of data as each assessee, creating redundancies in the
dataset. The dataset also currently represents assessments that span multiple client
businesses and industries, all of which do not use the Hogan Personality Inventory, which
will be the source of all independent variables. Therefore I created a filter variable that
eliminated such client organizations from the dataset. I used HLM7 software to perform
my analyses. This software requires that the data be converted from SPSS format into an
MDM file for easy input into the HLM7 software.
To test hypotheses, a series of intercepts and slopes-as-outcomes hierarchical
generalized linear models (HLM; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) were constructed. Because
of the ordinal nature of the outcome variables (i.e., both the hiring recommendation and
promotion rating use a 4-level ordinal scale) and their likely non-normal distribution, it
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would be inappropriate to construct a traditional linear model. Rather, to test hypotheses,
I used a series of generalized linear mixed models for ordinal response data (see
O’Connell, 2010). Although similar to traditional linear models, generalized models
create a separate probability function for each effect (number of response categories
minus one) and thus predict the likelihood of being at or below a given response
category. This will have implications for how effects are interpreted in later sections. To
allow for interpretation of the effects on average across dyads, variables were grand mean
centered in all models. Each model addresses one personality trait and one outcome at a
time (given each is a univariate analysis). Each model also controlled for the job
candidate’s cognitive ability (via the Watson Glaser Critical Thinking test score).

Results

Prior to testing hypotheses, I ran descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations
between all relevant predictor and outcome variables to ensure variables fell within
expected ranges and to anticipate potential analysis issues should there be a lack of
association between predictor and outcome variables. Table 1 provides full descriptive
statistics and bivariate correlations. In looking at the correlation matrix it is worth noting
that with the exception of job candidates’ ambition and assessors’ sociability, correlations
between HPI personality scores and the outcome variables are nonsignificant and of small
magnitude. This is unexpected as other HPI primary scales have been shown to be
significantly related to job performance and hiring outcomes, particularly for
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leadership/managerial roles. Specifically, prudence (a subfactor of conscientiousness) has
been consistently shown to be positively related to hiring outcomes as has adjustment
(emotional stability
To test hypotheses, I ran a series of intercepts and slopes as outcomes models.
Although the predictor and outcome variables differed from one model to the next each
followed a similar structure:

Level-1 Model
Prob[Rij <= 1|βj] = ϕ*1ij = ϕ1ij
Prob[Rij <= 2|βj] = ϕ*2ij = ϕ1ij + ϕ2ij
Prob[Rij <= 3|βj] = ϕ*3ij = ϕ1ij + ϕ2ij + ϕ3ij
Prob[Rij <= 4|βj] = 1.0
ϕ1ij = Prob[OUTCOME VARIABLE(1) = 1|βj]
ϕ2ij = Prob[OUTCOME VARIABLE(2) = 1|βj]
ϕ3ij = Prob[OUTCOME VARIABLE(3) = 1|βj]
log[ϕ*1ij/(1 - ϕ*1ij)] = β0j + β1j*(WATSONij) + β2j*(Candidate trait scoreij)
log[ϕ*2ij/(1 - ϕ*2ij)] = β0j + β1j*(WATSONij) + β2j*(Candidate trait scoreij) + δ2
log[ϕ*3ij/(1 - ϕ*3ij)] = β0j + β1j*(WATSONij) + β2j*(Candidate trait scoreij) + δ3
Level-2 Model
β0j = γ00 + γ01*(Assessor trait scorej) + u0j
β1j = γ10 + γ11*(Assessor trait scorej)
β2j = γ20 + γ21*(Assessor trait scorej)
where OUTCOME VARIABLE represents either the hiring recommendation or the
promotion recommendation (dependent upon the hypothesized outcome variable),
WATSON represents the candidate’s cognitive ability, Candidate trait score represents
the job candidate’s score on a discrete HPI scale, and Assessor trait score represents the
assessor’s score on the same discrete HPI scale.

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
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Hypothesis 1a: Prudence on Hiring Recommendation

As one would expect given previous empirical literature, candidate cognitive
ability does have a significant effect upon hiring recommendations (γ10 = -0.02, p < .001)
such that as job candidate’s cognitive ability increases, the likelihood of a less favorable
hiring recommendation rating decreases. Indeed, this effect is consistent across all
models that include hiring recommendations as an outcome variable. Thus, while the
effect is included in the full table for each model, it is not described in subsequent
paragraphs.
The hypothesized similarity effect was not significant. Candidate prudence is not
significantly associated with likelihood of hiring recommendation (γ20 = -0.001, p = .23)
and this effect is not moderated by the assessor’s own Prudence score (γ21 = -0.0001, p =
.36). Please see Table 2 for full model results.
Table 2: Intercepts and Slopes as Outcomes: Effect of Prudence on Job Fit
Approx.
Fixed Effect
Coefficient
SE
t-ratio
p-value
d.f.
γ00
-3.380784 0.214003 -15.798
18
<0.001
γ01
-0.005695 0.006663
-0.855
18
0.404
γ10
-0.016824 0.002890
-5.821
872
<0.001
γ11
-0.000109 0.000140
-0.779
872
0.436
γ20
-0.003368 0.002806
-1.201
872
0.230
γ21
-0.000128 0.000138
-0.922
872
0.357

Hypothesis 1b: Prudence on Promotion Recommendation

Again, the hypothesized similarity effect was not significant. Candidate prudence
is not significantly associated with likelihood of promotion recommendation (γ20 = -0.001,
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p = .75) and this effect is not moderated by the assessor’s own Prudence score (γ21 = 0.0002, p = .13). Please see Table 3 for full model results.
Table 3: Intercepts and Slopes as Outcomes: Effect of Prudence on Promotability
Approx.
Fixed Effect
Coefficient
SE
t-ratio
p-value
d.f.
γ00
-3.157118
0.186876
-16.894
18
<0.001
γ01
-0.006734
0.006351
-1.060
18
0.303
γ10
-0.020539
0.002681
-7.661
1014
<0.001
γ11
-0.000219
0.000129
-1.698
1014
0.090
γ20
-0.000825
0.002631
-0.314
1014
0.754
γ21
-0.000190
0.000126
-1.508
1014
0.132
Hypothesis 2a: Adjustment on Hiring Recommendation

Once again, the hypothesized similarity effect was not significant. Candidate
adjustment is not significantly associated with likelihood of hiring recommendation (γ20 =
-0.002, p = .45) and this effect is not moderated by the assessor’s own Adjustment score
(γ21 = -0.0001, p = .25). Full model results can be found in Table 4.
Table 4: Intercepts and Slopes as Outcomes: Effect of Adjustment on Job Fit
Approx.
Fixed Effect
Coefficient
SE
t-ratio
p-value
d.f.
γ00
-3.358091 0.220517 -15.228
18
<0.001
γ01
0.006337 0.006476
0.979
18
0.341
γ10
-0.016448 0.002994
-5.493
872
<0.001
γ11
0.000091 0.000123
0.739
872
0.460
γ20
-0.002281 0.003015
-0.757
872
0.449
γ21
0.000139 0.000121
1.144
872
0.253
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Hypothesis 2b: Adjustment on Promotion Recommendation

Relational similarity does not appear to have a significant effect upon promotion
recommendations, contrary to hypotheses. Candidate adjustment is not significantly
associated with likelihood of promotion recommendation (γ20 = 0.004, p = .88) and this
effect is not moderated by the assessor’s own Adjustment score (γ21 = 0.0001, p = .74).
Full model results can be found in Table 5.
Table 5: Intercepts and Slopes as Outcomes: Effect of Adjustment on Promotability
Approx.
Fixed Effect
Coefficient
SE
t-ratio
p-value
d.f.
γ00
-3.118702
0.186876
-16.689
18
<0.001
γ01
0.007931
0.005797
1.368
18
0.188
γ10
-0.021266
0.002691
-7.903
1014
<0.001
γ11
0.000033
0.000113
0.292
1014
0.771
γ20
0.000411
0.002708
0.152
1014
0.879
γ21
0.000038
0.000113
0.338
1014
0.735

Hypothesis 3a: Sociability on Hiring Recommendation

Once again contrary to hypotheses, relational similarity between assessors and job
candidates on sociability does not significantly affect hiring recommendations. Candidate
sociability is not significantly associated with likelihood of hiring recommendation (γ20 =
0.0003, p = .90) and this effect is not moderated by the assessor’s own Sociability score
(γ21 = -0.0001, p = .64). Refer to Table 6 for full model results.

55

Table 6: Intercepts and Slopes as Outcomes: Effect of Sociability on Job Fit
Approx.
Fixed Effect
Coefficient
SE
t-ratio
p-value
d.f.
γ00
-3.365434 0.221684 -15.181
18
<0.001
γ01
0.000296 0.007160
0.041
18
0.968
γ10
-0.016871 0.002764
-6.105
872
<0.001
γ11
-0.000141 0.000134
-1.051
872
0.294
γ20
0.000305 0.002529
0.121
872
0.904
γ21
-0.000057 0.000121
-0.473
872
0.636

Hypothesis 3b: Sociability on Promotion Recommendation

As before, the hypothesized similarity effect was not significant. Candidate
sociability is not significantly associated with likelihood of hiring recommendation (γ20 = 0.002, p = .40) and this effect is not moderated by the assessor’s own Sociability score
(γ21 = -0.0001, p = .22). Full model results are provided in Table 7.
Table 7: Intercepts and Slopes as Outcomes: Effect of Sociability on Promotability
Approx.
Fixed Effect
Coefficient
SE
t-ratio
p-value
d.f.
γ00
-3.144653
0.183094
-17.175
18
<0.001
γ01
-0.009156
0.006005
-1.525
18
0.145
γ10
-0.021007
0.002554
-8.225
1014
<0.001
γ11
0.000030
0.000125
0.239
1014
0.811
γ20
-0.001985
0.002349
-0.845
1014
0.398
γ21
-0.000141
0.000114
-1.235
1014
0.217

Hypothesis 4a: Ambition on Hiring Recommendation

As expected by previous research, candidate ambition is significantly associated
with likelihood of a more favorable hiring recommendation (γ20 = -0.01, p = .004). As a
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candidate’s Ambition score increases, the likelihood of an assessor providing a more
favorable hiring recommendation also increases. However, this effect is not moderated by
the assessor’s own Ambition score (γ21 = 0.0002, p = .24). Refer to Table 8 for full model
results.
Table 8: Intercepts and Slopes as Outcomes: Effect of Ambition on Job Fit
Approx.
Fixed Effect
Coefficient
SE
t-ratio
p-value
d.f.
γ00
-3.392413 0.222498 -15.247
18
<0.001
γ01
-0.002962 0.007136
-0.415
18
0.683
γ10
-0.016445 0.002782
-5.911
872
<0.001
γ11
-0.000200 0.000152
-1.321
872
0.187
γ20
-0.009985 0.003411
-2.927
872
0.004
γ21
0.000215 0.000184
1.169
872
0.243

Hypothesis 4b: Ambition on Promotion Recommendation

Once again, candidate ambition is significantly associated with likelihood of a
more favorable promotion recommendation (γ20 = -0.001, p = .002) such that as a
candidate’s Ambition score increases so does the likelihood of a more favorable
promotion recommendation. Yet, the hypothesized cross-level effect was not significant
(γ21 = 0.0001, p = .49). Refer to Table 9 for full model results.
Table 9: Intercepts and Slopes as Outcomes: Effect of Ambition on Promotability
Approx.
Fixed Effect
Coefficient
SE
t-ratio
p-value
d.f.
γ00
-3.155590
0.190933
-16.527
18
<0.001
γ01
-0.000852
0.006506
-0.131
18
0.897
γ10
-0.021668
0.002544
-8.518
1014
<0.001
γ11
-0.000024
0.000138
-0.177
1014
0.860
γ20
-0.009203
0.003009
-3.058
1014
0.002
γ21
0.000111
0.000160
0.692
1014
0.489
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Hypothesis 5a: Interpersonal Sensitivity on Hiring Recommendation

Candidate interpersonal sensitivity is not significantly associated with likelihood
of hiring recommendation (γ20 = 0.002, p = .46), and contrary to hypotheses, this effect is
not moderated by the assessor’s own Interpersonal Sensitivity score (γ21 = -0.0001, p =
.48). Refer to Table 10 for full model results.
Table 10: Intercepts and Slopes as Outcomes: Effect of Interpersonal Sensitivity on Job
Fit
Approx.
Fixed Effect
Coefficient
SE
t-ratio
p-value
d.f.
γ00
-3.397035
0.221454
-15.340
18
<0.001
γ01
0.005607
0.005254
1.067
18
0.300
γ10
-0.016722
0.002775
-6.025
872
<0.001
γ11
0.000115
0.000095
1.215
872
0.225
γ20
0.001724
0.002309
0.747
872
0.455
γ21
-0.000058
0.000081
-0.710
872
0.478

Hypothesis 5b: Interpersonal Sensitivity on Promotion Recommendation

Candidate interpersonal sensitivity is not significantly associated with likelihood
of promotion recommendation (γ20 = 0.0001, p = .96). And contrary to hypotheses, this
effect is not moderated by the assessor’s own Interpersonal Sensitivity score (γ21 =
-0.0001, p = .27). Refer to Table 11 for full model results.

58
Table 11: Intercepts and Slopes as Outcomes: Effect of Interpersonal Sensitivity
on Promotability
Standard
Approx.
Fixed Effect
Coefficient
t-ratio
p-value
error
d.f.
γ00
-3.145166
0.190914
-16.474
18
<0.001
γ01
-0.000592
0.004822
-0.123
18
0.904
γ10
-0.021550
0.002550
-8.453
1014
<0.001
γ11
-0.000016
0.000088
-0.178
1014
0.859
γ20
0.000118
0.002131
0.055
1014
0.956
γ21
-0.000085
0.000076
-1.114
1014
0.266

Hypothesis 6a: Inquisitiveness on Hiring Recommendation

The hypothesized relational similarity effect was not significant. Candidate
inquisitiveness is not significantly associated with likelihood of hiring recommendation
(γ20 = -0.002, p = .66), and this effect is not moderated by the assessor’s own
Inquisitiveness score (γ21 = 0.0001, p = .41). Refer to Table 12 for full model results.
Table 12: Intercepts and Slopes as Outcomes: Effect of Inquisitiveness on Job
Fit
Approx.
Fixed Effect
Coefficient
SE
t-ratio
p-value
d.f.
γ00
-3.337559
0.228358
-14.615
18
<0.001
γ01
0.004392
0.007058
0.622
18
0.542
γ10
-0.017973
0.003795
-4.736
872
<0.001
γ11
-0.000081
0.000140
-0.578
872
0.563
γ20
-0.001575
0.003524
-0.447
872
0.655
γ21
0.000107
0.000130
0.824
872
0.410

Hypothesis 6b: Inquisitiveness on Promotion Recommendation

Contrary to hypotheses, relational similarity does not have a significant effect
upon promotion recommendations. Specifically, candidate inquisitiveness is not
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significantly associated with likelihood of promotion recommendation (γ20 = 0.003, p =
.44), and this effect is not moderated by the assessor’s own Inquisitiveness score (γ21 =
0.0002, p = .17). Refer to Table 13 for full model results.
Table 13: Intercepts and Slopes as Outcomes: Effect of Inquisitiveness on Promotability
Standard
Approx.
Fixed Effect
Coefficient
t-ratio
p-value
error
d.f.
γ00
-3.098864
0.198774
-15.590
18
<0.001
γ01
0.004970
0.006514
0.763
18
0.455
γ10
-0.020714
0.003451
-6.002
1014
<0.001
γ11
0.000038
0.000130
0.294
1014
0.769
γ20
0.002544
0.003287
0.774
1014
0.439
γ21
0.000170
0.000122
1.391
1014
0.165

Hypothesis 7a: Learning Approach on Hiring Recommendation

Candidate learning approach is not significantly associated with likelihood of
hiring recommendation (γ20 = -0.002, p = .57), and this effect is not moderated by the
assessor’s own Learning Approach score (γ21 = -0.0001, p = .82). Refer to Table 14 for
full model results.
Table 14: Intercepts and Slopes as Outcomes: Effect of Learning Approach on Job
Fit
Approx.
Fixed Effect
Coefficient
SE
t-ratio
p-value
d.f.
γ00
-3.383051
0.221787
-15.254
18
<0.001
γ01
-0.001717
0.007663
-0.224
18
0.825
γ10
-0.015799
0.003021
-5.230
871
<0.001
γ11
0.000160
0.000195
0.823
871
0.410
γ20
-0.001569
0.002759
-0.569
871
0.570
γ21
-0.000041
0.000177
-0.230
871
0.818
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Hypothesis 7b: Learning Approach on Promotion Recommendation

Candidate learning approach is not significantly associated with likelihood of
hiring recommendation (γ20 = 0.001, p = .57). And the proposed relational similarity effect
was not found (γ21 = 0.0001, p = .82). Refer to Table 15 for full model results.
Table 15: Intercepts and Slopes as Outcomes: Effect of Learning Approach on
Promotability
Approx.
Fixed Effect
Coefficient
SE
t-ratio
d.f.
γ00
-3.151381
0.190883
-16.510
18
γ01
-0.002775
0.006970
-0.398
18
γ10
-0.021504
0.002817
-7.635
1013
γ11
0.000053
0.000178
0.297
1013
γ20
0.001467
0.002585
0.568
1013
γ21
0.000037
0.000164
0.223
1013

p-value
<0.001
0.695
<0.001
0.766
0.570
0.823
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CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION

The aim of the current investigation was to demonstrate similarity effects in a new
workplace domain and importantly shed light upon the heretofore lack of empirical
evidence for relational similarity effects in interview contexts. Specifically, drawing upon
self-categorization theory (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987) and the
similarity-attraction hypothesis (Byrne, 1971), I hypothesized that an individual
assessment scenario would make personality traits particularly accessible as social
categories and that assessors as trained personnel psychologists would be motivated to
factor personality data into their overall hiring and promotion recommendations. This
motivated processing would elicit rater biases (e.g., leniency) as a result of liking brought
about by relational similarity between assessors and job candidates. However, the
hypothesized effect of relational similarity was not found.

Relational Similarity

While this may be unsurprising based upon past research by Strauss et al. (2001),
who could not find evidence for relational similarity in performance appraisal settings,
Sears and Rowe (2003) provide evidence of relational similarity for conscientiousness in
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interview contexts. The current study may be further converging evidence for a lack of
relational similarity effects for personality constructs in interview settings. From a
theoretical perspective, it may be that in order for similarity effects to impact something
as high stakes as a job interview, the assessor must first perceive that similarity exists,
regardless of whether that similarity is an accurate perception.
Indeed, there may be past research to support this assertion. Cable and Judge
(1996) found that similarity in employee demographic variables did not affect personorganization fit perceptions. Yet, individuals’ subjective perceptions of organizational fit
did affect their later job choice intentions. Similarly, Judge and Cable (1997) found that
subjective perceptions of fit mediated the relationship between objective fit and attraction
to the organization. In other words, when presented with objective data of fit to an
organization, this fit may not factor into decision making unless one believes the fit to be
true on a subjective level.
Further, past research from Tidwell, Eastwick, and Finkel (2012) also found a
lack of evidence for relational (i.e., actual) similarity as a predictor of initial attraction in
a live speed-dating romantic context. Yet researchers were able to find support for the
hypothesis that perceived similarity between dating pairs serves as a significant predictor
of interpersonal attraction. What is more, and particularly interesting for the current
study, is that researchers also found that perceived similarity measured via a general
overall assessment rather than specific traits is a stronger predictor of attraction.
Therefore, a general assessment of similarity (without specifics as to how the perceiver is
similar to the target) may be a more robust route to liking and ultimately biased
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inferences. It may be that trying to break down similarity in terms of traits “overrides” the
affective response, harkening back to Zajonc’s (1980) “preferences need no inferences”
argument.
Another consideration may be related to how similarity is perceived and the
criterion to which assessors are attributing this similarity. For instance, it may be that
assessors are noticing relational similarity and using that information in their judgments
of job candidates. However, the underlying assumption of the study – that this similarity
necessarily means that assessors are more lenient raters across all jobs – may be
incorrect. It may very well be that assessors notice relational similarity first and then
consider the job requirements of the open position. If they assume that they themselves
would not like the job, then they may also assume that those like them will not like the
job. Thus, the assessor may be more likely to provide a harsher (rather than lenient)
recommendation in an effort to altruistically “save” the job candidate from a position
they may not be successful in. In future research, this question could be addressed by
determining which open positions were more consistent with assessor personality
characteristics. In those cases, you may see greater leniency (via relational similarity)
than in situations in which the open position is not consistent with the assessor’s
characteristics.
Another consideration that may help explain why relational similarity may not
have affected recommendations in this sample, but has been found in other past research,
is that when relational similarity had been found to affect ratings it was relational
similarity in terms of attitudes and values. Although the full Hogan suite of assessments
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do include a measurement for core values and drivers, these constructs are not reflected
in the HPI. Core values and motives are rooted in deeply held beliefs that when
challenged may produce an affective response and likely lead to biased interpretations. In
the case of assessor/job candidate interactions, it may be easier for a trained assessor to
divorce a lack of relational similarity on personality traits from their ultimate
recommendations because a lack of similarity may not mean that the assessor’s core
beliefs are challenged. Differences (i.e., a lack of relational similarity) in constructs
measured by the Hogan Values Inventory may reflect a difference in core beliefs, thus
activating the affective response required for a change in judgment to occur.

Relationship Between Candidate Personality and Recommendations

Relational similarity aside, what is more surprising in the current investigation
was the lack of relationship between candidate personality and recommendations. This is
particularly surprising for well-established relationships between personality constructs
such as conscientiousness, emotional stability, agreeableness and extraversion and overall
job performance (look no further than Barrick & Mount, 1996). And, in theory, assessors
are the very people who should be aware of the predictive ability of personality
constructs (i.e., conscientiousness) above and beyond general mental ability on job
performance.
It would seem that the assessors included in the current dataset may not be giving
personality data proper weight in their inference process, even when such data is readily
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available. Or, to be fair, the assessment process (e.g., the structured competency
interview) may bring what assessors view as more pertinent data to the forefront that
should be considered with greater weight than personality data. Whether they are
accurate in doing so is left unanswered.
Another possible interpretation for the lack of relationship between candidate
personality and hiring recommendations may be that assessors are trained to be
“instruments of the client.” In other words, when considering a job candidate, the
assessor may put greater weight upon the personality and culture of the client
organization or the immediate hiring manager. When assessing fit, the assessor may be
taking into account how similar the job candidate’s personality is to the values of the
organization. In this scenario, the assessor’s own personality traits (and the relational
similarity to the job candidate) may take a backseat to what the client has outlined as
uniquely critical for the role and the organization.
It is worth noting that only candidate ambition was found to have a significant
relationship with both hiring and promotion recommendations. Indeed, the higher the job
candidate’s ambition score, the higher the likelihood of a more favorable hiring and
promotion rating from the assessor. It may be that ambition is a particularly “visible”
personality trait within a social interaction like an assessment interview. Indeed, assessors
are particularly interested in ascertaining not only whether a job candidate has the
capabilities to meet job requirements, but importantly has the motivation for leadership.
Motivation to achieve and secure a job that represents a step up in the organizational
hierarchy would likely come through in one’s ambition. Interestingly, Hogan
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Assessments (the psychometric house behind the HPI) indicates through their own
internal research that ambition significantly predicts attainment and success in leadership
roles (above all other HPI scales; see Kaiser, McGinnis, and Overfield [2012] for a
discussion of how high ambition-like behaviors are encompassed in interpersonal and
organizational aspects of effective leadership).
Another point to consider is the relationship ambition plays within the wider Big
Five trait theory. Although traditionally conceptualized as a subfactor of extraversion,
there is evidence that it can also load with the self-discipline aspect of conscientiousness
(Hogan & Hogan, 2001). It may be that those individuals high on ambition tend to
present themselves as hardworking, reliable, motivated, and achievement oriented – all
traits associated with the prototypic “ideal worker” (Wernimont, 1971).

Limitations

First, one limitation may be the result of limited power, thus making it impossible
for analyses to detect the desired effect. In theory, this may very well be the case as, at
level one, sample sizes ranged between 800-1056, and at level two, the sample size was
21. Austin (2010) argues that models with either 20 or more clusters or 20 subjects per
cluster have the ability to achieve enough power for accurate estimations of variance
components in a multilevel ordinal model, yet Maas and Hox (2005) argue that the
minimum sufficient level-two sample size is 50 clusters. It is worth noting that the above
sample sizes were not expected to reduce so drastically from the original archive dataset.
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However, substantial missing data and removal of cases resulted in a much smaller
sample than anticipated. This suspicion over lack of power could be substantiated if the
effects moved in the hypothesized direction but failed to achieve significance. However,
this was not uniformly the case as a number of models showed complete lack of
association between predictors and the outcome variables.
Relatedly, the complexity of the nested model analyses may have spread what
little variance existed in the model too thin. This is a valid critique, and some may argue
that a less complex logistic model would be more appropriate for the data. However, the
hypotheses directly address the nested nature of the data and therefore dictate the
analytical approach. In this case, multilevel modeling was the only appropriate approach
for the data, given hypotheses. One alternative approach to the data that may help combat
this issue would be to dichotomize the outcome variables, thus resulting in a logistic
mixed model for binary data. This may prove useful as the overwhelming majority of
both hiring and promotion recommendations fall within the middle two categories and a
simple go/no-go outcome might be more readily detected.
Another possible limitation to the study may center on a fundamental difference
in the way that job candidates vs. assessors approached taking the personality measure
and the context under which they were asked to take the inventory resulting in a possible
restriction of range. Job candidates took the HPI under a strictly evaluative context (i.e.,
in pursuit of a job), whereas assessors competed the HPI during a non-evaluative group
certification workshop. The point is that job candidates may have operated under
different motivations than assessors when completing the instrument, meaning job
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candidates had a greater motivation and propensity to “fake” or manage impressions than
assessors. This limitation may be evident by lower mean scores across all traits for
assessors than for job candidates. This possible range restriction may have only then been
exacerbated in the assessor sample because of a greater degree of homogeneity across the
assessor sample. Said another way, if assessors practice what they preach and use
personality data when hiring in their own assessors to the firm, they may select for a
certain personality profile. Over time, as assessors who are similar stay, and those who
are dissimilar select out, the sample becomes more homogeneous and thus restricts the
possible range of scores for each trait within the sample.
Another limitation of the assessor sample in particular is that past research has
suggested that assessor expertise may play a role in more accurate recommendations
(e.g., more predictive of job performance). In the current sample, I was unable to code for
assessor expertise. This was further compounded by the disproportionate representation
of certain assessors within the sample. Because a large portion of the dataset included
assessments for one particular client organization, the assessors who provided more
deliverables for that client were more represented in the sample than other assessors who
may have had greater expertise, but a shorter tenure with this particular client.

Practical Implications

Although the lack of findings is discouraging for researchers, it may paint a
positive story for the consulting firm that supplied the archival data. It would appear that
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assessors are not introducing relational similarity bias into their evaluations of a
candidate’s overall fit for a role and likelihood of advancement in the future, and save for
ambition, assessors are not putting particular weight upon certain personality constructs
across roles and client organizations.
Yet there could be a potential dark side to this. Namely, as indicated previously, a
wealth of past research suggests that at least conscientiousness (Hogan Ambition and
Prudence) is a robust predictor of job performance across a wide range of leadership
roles. Therefore, when faced with objective information on a candidate’s ambition and
prudence, it would seem reasonable that assessors should give greater weight to these
scores when evaluating job candidates.

Future Research

The current study does suggest that within the context of individual assessment
scenarios assessors do not use data on primary personality constructs as a data point in
their hiring and promotion recommendations (at least from a relational similarity
perspective). However, the current investigation does not answer the question of whether
they ought to do so. In other words, the current investigation does not answer whether
assessor recommendations or personality traits are superior predictors of job performance
(i.e., whether assessor recommendations predict performance above and beyond
personality traits). There is evidence from the literature to suggest that each has
predictive power in isolation, yet I am unaware of past research that investigates both
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assessor recommendations and candidate personality in the same context. It would be an
important next step to clarify the mechanics behind assessor inferences so as to clarify
whether assessors are neglecting an important data point (i.e., personality data) when
arriving at selection and promotion recommendations.
The current investigation also did not measure whether, regardless of actual trait
similarity between assessors and job candidates, assessors actually perceived similarity
between themselves and job candidates and importantly, whether this perceived similarity
has an impact upon assessors’ hiring and promotion recommendations. This data was not
available within the archival dataset used in the current investigation, but given findings
by Tidwell et al. (2012), it may be that perceived similarity has an impact upon assessor
inferences. Further, this perceived similarity may work “in general” on an affective level,
thereby making evidence of actual trait similarity irrelevant. Said another way, perhaps
assessors are not motivated to use personality data in their decision making.
Furthermore, it is worth noting that the current study focused upon one side of the
personality coin, namely the “bright side of personality.” In socioanalytic theory, there is
also a “dark side” to personality – typical patterns of potentially derailing behavior
individuals are likely to exhibit when they lack the resources or motivation to manage
impressions (e.g., under stress, boredom). Perhaps assessors pay particular attention to
these constructs and integrate them into their decision making since the potential for
negative leadership outcomes based upon these traits is higher than the positives gained
from the Big Five traits. In the current sample it may be that assessors are especially
motivated to avoid bad hires (due to the negative reflection of a bad hire on an assessor’s
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reputation) rather than motivated to find or approach good hires. This may be an
interesting avenue for future research.
Another possible avenue for future research may be to take a multivariate
approach to the data, rather than the univariate HLM approach I have taken here. It may
be that the personality traits measured by the HPI do not operate in isolation, but rather
have the potential to impact one another. It may be useful for future research to use
profile analysis to determine whether relational similarity in terms of a distinct
configuration of personality traits has an impact upon assessor hiring and promotion
recommendations.

Conclusion

In sum, the current study may have added additional fodder to the ever-present
debate of how exactly individual assessors make decisions and whether those inferences
are accurate. It is clear that assessors are keying into something when making hiring
recommendations. But, even though personality inventories are a hallmark of the
assessment process, it would appear that assessors may not be using this information in a
typical fashion, and the impact of relational personality similarity between assessors and
job candidates on hiring recommendations is likely negligible.
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APPENDIX A: JOB FIT AND PROMOTABILITY RATINGS
Job Fit (i.e., Overall Recommendation):

Promotability (i.e., Advancement Potential):

